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that underlie this body’s majoritarian 
premise for confirmation to our federal 
judiciary.

But now the Senate is moving for-
ward with the nomination of Ted Stew-
art. I think some of my colleagues real-
ized they had erred in drawing lines in 
the sand, and that their position 
threatened to do lasting damage to the 
Senate’s confirmation process, the in-
tegrity of the institution, and the judi-
cial branch. 

The record of the Judiciary Com-
mittee in processing nominees is a 
good one. I believe the Senate realized 
that the Committee will continue to 
hold hearings on those judicial nomi-
nees who are qualified, have appro-
priate judicial temperament, and who 
respect the rule of law. I had assured 
my colleagues of this before we reached 
this temporary impasse and I reiterate 
this commitment today. 

This is not a time for partisan dec-
larations of victory, but I am pleased 
that my colleagues revisited their deci-
sion to hold up the nomination. We are 
proceeding with a vote on the merits of 
Ted Stewart’s nomination, and we will 
then proceed upon an arranged sched-
ule to vote on other nominees in pre-
cisely the way that was proposed prior 
to the filibuster vote. 

Ultimately, it is my hope for us, as 
an institution, that instead of sig-
naling a trend, the last two weeks will 
instead look more like an aberration 
that was quickly corrected. I look for-
ward to moving ahead to perform our 
constitutional obligation of providing 
advice and consent to the President’s 
judicial nominees. 

And now, I would like to turn our at-
tention to the merits of Ted Stewart’s 
nomination. I have known Ted Stewart 
for many years. I have long respected 
his integrity, his commitment to pub-
lic service, and his judgment. And I am 
pleased that President Clinton saw fit 
to nominate this fine man for a seat on 
the United States District Court for 
the District of Utah. 

Mr. Stewart received his law degree 
from the University of Utah School of 
Law and his undergraduate degree from 
Utah State University. He worked as a 
practicing lawyer in Salt Lake City for 
six years. And he served as trial coun-
sel with the Judge Advocate General in 
the Utah National Guard. 

In 1981, Mr. Stewart came to Wash-
ington to work with Congressman JIM
HANSEN. His practical legal experience 
served him well on Capitol Hill, where 
he was intimately involved in the 
drafting of legislation. 

Mr. Stewart’s outstanding record in 
private practice and in the legislative 
branch earned him an appointment to 
the Utah Public Service Commission in 
1985. For 7 years, he served in a quasi- 
judicial capacity on the commission, 
conducting hearings, receiving evi-
dence, and rendering decisions with 
findings of fact and conclusions of law. 

Mr. Stewart then brought his experi-
ence as a practicing lawyer, as a legis-
lative aide, and as a quasi-judicial offi-
cer, to the executive branch in state 
government. Beginning in 1992, he 
served as Executive Director of the 
Utah Departments of Commerce and 
Natural Resources. And since 1998, Mr. 
Stewart has served as the chief of staff 
of Governor Mike Leavitt. 

Throughout Mr. Stewart’s career, in 
private practice, in the legislative 
branch, in the executive branch and as 
a quasi-judicial officer, he has earned 
the respect of those who have worked 
for him, those who have worked with 
him, and those who were affected by 
his decisions. And a large number of 
people from all walks of life and both 
sides of the political aisle have written 
letters supporting Mr. Stewart’s nomi-
nation.

James Jenkins, former president of 
the Utah State Bar, wrote, ‘‘Ted’s rep-
utation for good character and indus-
try and his temperament of fairness, 
objectivity, courtesy, and patience 
[are] without blemish.’’ 

Utah State Senator, Mike Dmitrich, 
one of many Democrats supporting this 
nomination, wrote, ‘‘[Mr. Stewart] has 
always been fair and deliberate and 
shown the moderation and thoughtful-
ness that the judiciary requires.’’ 

And I understand that the American 
Bar Association has concluded that 
Ted Stewart meets the qualifications 
for appointment to the federal district 
court. This sentiment is strongly 
shared by many in Utah, including the 
recent president of the Utah State Bar. 
For these reasons, Mr. Stewart was ap-
proved for confirmation to the bench 
by an overwhelming majority vote of 
the Judiciary Committee. 

To those who would contend Mr. 
Stewart has taken so-called anti-envi-
ronmental positions, I say: look more 
carefully at his record. Mr. Stewart 
was the director of Utah’s Department 
of Natural Resources for 5 years, and 
the fact is that his whole record has 
earned the respect and support of many 
local environmental groups. 

Indeed, for his actions in protecting 
reserve water rights in Zion National 
Park, Mr. Stewart was enthusiastically 
praised by this administration’s Sec-
retary of the Interior. 

And consider the encomiums from 
the following persons hailing from 
Utah’s environmental community: 

R.G. Valentine, of the Utah Wetlands 
Foundation, wrote, ‘‘Mr. Stewart’s 
judgment and judicial evaluation of 
any project or issue has been one of un-
biased and balanced results.’’ 

And Don Peay, of the conservation 
group Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife, 
wrote, ‘‘I have nothing but respect for 
a man who is honest, fair, considerate, 
and extremely capable.’’ 

Indeed, far from criticism, Mr. Stew-
art deserves praise for his major ac-
complishments in protecting the envi-
ronment.

Ultimately, the legion of letters and 
testaments in support of Mr. Stewart’s 
nomination reflects the balanced and 
fair judgment that he has exhibited 
over his long and distinguished career. 
Those who know Ted Stewart know he 
will continue to serve the public well. 

On a final note, Ted Stewart is need-
ed in Utah. The seat he will be taking 
has been vacant since 1997. So, I am 
deeply gratified that the Senate is now 
considering Mr. Stewart for confirma-
tion.∑ 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senate resumed legislative ses-
sion.

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators 
to speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

HOPE FOR AFRICA BILL 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, on 
September 24 I introduced a new Africa 
trade bill—S. 1636, the HOPE for Africa 
Act—a bill that will invigorate com-
mercial relationships between the 
United States and African trading 
partners, with healthy results for both. 

It expands trade between Africa and 
the United States, offers United States 
companies new opportunities to invest 
in African economies, and promises 
new HOPE for the people of Sub-Saha-
ran Africa themselves, who are strug-
gling against daunting odds to gain a 
foothold in the global marketplace and 
embrace the growth and stability it 
will bring. 

It’s important to say here that every-
one proposing Africa trade legislation 
has the same goal—we all want to help 
expand trade and development with Af-
rica in a way that is also good for 
American companies and workers—but 
it’s equally important to point out how 
we differ in approach, and what those 
differences will mean for African 
economies.

For years Africa has gotten short 
shrift in the attention of the American 
public and of American policymakers, 
and I am very encouraged that there 
has been renewed interest in expanding 
opportunities for United States busi-
ness in Africa. 

But Congress shouldn’t make up for 
those years of neglect by passing weak 
legislation that will have little impact 
on United States-Africa trade. 

As a member of the Senate Sub-
committee on Africa for more than 6 
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years, and its ranking Democrat for 
more than four, I know that now is the 
time for foresight and bold action, be-
cause Africa today is brimming with 
both tribulations and potential. 

I offer this bill today because unfor-
tunately, other proposals fall short of 
their goals by providing only minimal 
benefits for Africa and for Africans. 

First and foremost, they fail to ad-
dress two crises that are hobbling Afri-
ca’s ability to compete—the over-
whelming debt burden, and the deadly 
HIV/AIDS epidemic, both of which are 
so corrosive to African aspirations. 

My legislation, which is similar in 
many respects to the HOPE for Africa 
bill introduced recently by Representa-
tive JESSE JACKSON, Jr., in the House 
of Representatives, takes a more com-
prehensive approach to our current 
trade relationship with Africa—the 
only kind of approach that can gen-
erate the kind of dramatic progress Af-
rica needs to become a more viable 
partner in the global economy. 

My HOPE for Africa legislation offers 
broader trading benefits than the other 
pending proposals, and just as impor-
tantly, it takes steps to address the 
debt burden and AIDS crisis that hand-
icap African economies. 

My bill extends trade benefits to se-
lected African countries on a broader 
variety of products—and does not rely 
narrowly on textiles, as other pro-
posals do. Broader benefits give African 
businesses and workers a better chance 
to establish sustainable trade-gen-
erated economic development. 

My bill includes strong protections 
against the backdoor tactic of illegal 
transshipment of goods from China and 
other third countries through Africa to 
the United States, that would cheat 
workers and companies here and in Af-
rica of hard-earned opportunities. 

Provisions of my bill will help deter 
the influx to the African continent of 
lower-wage workers from outside Afri-
ca, ensuring that Africans themselves 
will be the ones to benefit from the 
provisions of this bill. 

Another centerpiece of this bill is 
that it requires strict compliance with 
internationally-recognized standards of 
worker and human rights and environ-
mental protections. The rights of Afri-
ca’s peoples and the state of its envi-
ronment may seem removed from life 
here in the United States. But if we are 
wise we will all remember that we are 
all affected when logging and mining 
deplete African rainforests and in-
crease global warming, and we all reap 
the benefits of an Africa where freedom 
and human dignity reign on the con-
tinent, creating a stable environment 
in which business can thrive. American 
ideals and simple good sense require 
that we be vigilant in this regard. 

The bill takes crucial steps to sup-
port the fight against the crushing 
HIV/AIDS epidemic, which has had a 
devastating impact in Sub-Saharan Af-

rica. Of the 33.4 million adults and chil-
dren living with HIV/AIDS worldwide 
in 1998, a staggering 22.5 million live in 
the 48 countries of sub-Saharan Africa. 
Since the onset of the worldwide HIV/ 
AIDS crisis, more than 34 million sub- 
Saharan Africans have been infected, 
and more than 11.5 million of those in-
fected have died. Since the onset of the 
HIV/AIDS crisis, approximately 83 per-
cent of AIDS deaths have occurred in 
Africa. The vast tragedy of HIV/AIDS 
in Africa is daunting, overwhelming, 
but it must be overwhelmed with a 
massive effort that will have to be in-
tegrated with any Africa trade regime 
that hopes to succeed. 

Finally, the bill provides for substan-
tial debt relief for Sub-Saharan African 
nations. Debt, debt, debt is the finger 
on the scales that keeps that rich con-
tinent from achieving its economic po-
tential and embracing a freer, more 
prosperous future. In 1997, sub-Saharan 
African debt totaled more than $215 bil-
lion, about $6.5 billion of which is owed 
to the United States government. The 
debt of at least 30 of the 48 Sub-Saha-
ran African countries exceeds 50 per-
cent of their gross national products. 
The international community must 
find a reasonable way substantially to 
reduce this debt burden so that the 
countries of sub-Saharan Africa can in-
vest scarce dollars in the futures of the 
most precious of their natural re-
sources—their people. 

My HOPE for Africa bill can estab-
lish a framework to achieve these goals 
by relieving Sub-Saharan African na-
tions of a significant piece of their cur-
rent debt, supporting environmental 
protections and human rights in these 
developing economies, and giving Afri-
can businesses—including small and 
women-owned businesses—a chance to 
share in the burgeoning global econ-
omy.

I was pleased to announce my inten-
tion to offer this legislation at a press 
conference recently in Milwaukee 
along with several representatives of 
the state legislature and the local busi-
ness community. 

Mr. President, the current level of 
trade and investment between the 
United States and African countries is 
depressingly small. 

It is called the magic 1 percent. Afri-
ca represents only 1 percent of our ex-
ports, one percent of our imports, and 
1 percent of our foreign direct invest-
ment.

That is a tragic 1 percent, the fruit of 
missed opportunities, wasted potential 
and simple neglect. 

The history of U.S. trade on the Afri-
can continent is a litany of lost oppor-
tunity with a smattering of bright 
spots concentrated among a few coun-
tries.

United States trade in Africa is not 
diversified. In 1998, 78 percent of U.S. 
exports to the region went to only five 
countries—South Africa, Nigeria, 

Anglola, Ghana, and Kenya, and the 
vast majority of imports that year 
came only from Nigeria, South Africa, 
Angola, Gabon, and Cote d’Ivoire. 

In 1998, major U.S. exports to the re-
gion included machinery and transport 
equipment, such as aircraft and parts, 
civil engineering, equipment, data 
processing machines, as well as wheat. 

Major United States imports from 
Africa include largely basic commod-
ities such as crude oil which is the 
leading import by far, and some refined 
oils, minerals and materials, including 
platinum and diamonds, and some agri-
cultural commodities such as cocoa 
beans.

U.S. exports were much more diversi-
fied than U.S. imports. 

The top 5 import items represent 75 
percent of all U.S. imports from the 
region.

That dire lack of diversity is discour-
aging, but the holes in the United 
States-Africa trade picture tell also of 
a wealth of opportunity. 

The investment picture is no better. 
United States foreign direct invest-

ment in Africa, including northern Af-
rica, at the end of 1997 was $10.3 billion, 
or 1 percent of all United States for-
eign direct investment. 

Over half of the United States direct 
investment in Africa was in the petro-
leum sector. South Africa received the 
largest share of United States foreign 
direct investment in sub-Saharan Afri-
ca, and manufacturing accounted for 
the largest share of that investment. 

Nigeria received the second largest 
share of United States foreign direct 
investment in Sub-Saharan Africa, and 
petroleum accounted for almost all of 
that investment. 

What is missing here is the coherent 
development that can make the coun-
tries of Africa into a growing dynamic 
economic power with a healthy appe-
tite for American products. 

I hope my bill will help spark that 
development and drive up all of these 
meager trade statistics. 

First, if offers trade benefits on a 
wider variety of products than is cov-
ered under competing proposals. 

These provisions are designed to help 
African economies diversify their ex-
port base. 

that’s good for Africa, and good for 
us.

Second, as I have noted, my bill ad-
dresses the two biggest barriers to eco-
nomic development in Africa—HIV/ 
AIDS and debt. 

In addition, it helps infuse into Afri-
can economies a powerful engine of 
economic growth—small business. 

The bill gives special attention to 
small- and women-owned businesses in 
Africa and it ensures that existing 
United States trade promotion mecha-
nisms are made available to American 
small businesses seeking to do business 
in Africa. 

That kind of attention to the eco-
nomic fundamentals also is good for 
Africa and good for us. 
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My bill authorizes the Overseas Pri-

vate Investment Corporation, OPIC, to 
initiate one or more equity funds in 
support of infrastructure projects in 
sub-Saharan Africa, including basic 
health services, including HIV/AIDS 
prevention and treatment, hospitals, 
potable water, sanitation, schools, 
electrification of rural areas, and pub-
licly-accessible transportation. 

It specifically requires that not less 
than 70 percent of equity funds be allo-
cated to projects involving small- and 
women-owned businesses with substan-
tial African ownership, thus ensuring 
that Africa truly gains from the provi-
sion.

It also specifies that a majority of 
funds be allocated to American small 
business.

Good for Africa and good for 
America.

This measure also ensures that the 
benefits of economic growth and devel-
opment in Africa will be broad enough 
to allow African workers and African 
firms to buy American goods and 
services.

My bill explicitly requires compli-
ance with internationally recognized 
standards of worker and human rights 
and environmental protections in order 
for countries to receive the additional 
trade benefits of the legislation. 

The requirements are enforceable and 
allow for legal action to be taken by 
United States citizens when an African 
country fails to comply. 

The bill also includes strong protec-
tions against the illegal trans-
shipments of goods from their coun-
tries through Africa, and authorizes 
the provision of technical assistance to 
customs services in Africa. 

Transshipment is frankly a sneaky 
practice employed by producers in 
China and other third party countries, 
especially in Asia. 

Here’s how it works: they establish 
sham production in countries which 
may export to the United States under 
more favorable conditions than those 
producers enjoy in their own countries. 

Then they ship goods made in their 
factories at home and meant for the 
United States market to the third 
country, in this case an African coun-
try, pack it or assemble it in some 
minor way, and send it on to the 
United States marked ‘‘Make in Afri-
ca,’’ with all the benefits that label 
would bring. 

If that happens in Africa, it will un-
dermine our objectives—it will be bad 
for Africa, bad for the United States, 
and simply unjust. 

These provisions are intended to en-
sure that the trade benefits in Africa 
accrue to African workers rather than 
non-African producers. 

There is more talk of Africa in the 
Halls of Congress than we have heard 
in a long time. 

I welcome that because we have hope 
for this kind of attention on the Senate 
Subcommittee on Africa for the seven 
years I have served on that committee. 

The prospect of expanding trade with 
Africa has inspired many members to 
educate themselves about the changes 
taking place on the continent. 

Now they have to accept the oppor-
tunity and the challenge those changes 
present.

Now they have to fix our trading re-
lationship with Africa. 

In our zeal to expand our trading re-
lationship with selected countries, we 

must be mindful to do it in a manner 
that is sustainable. 

I fear that some of the other alter-
natives that are out there are insuffi-
cient to meet and sustain the goals 
that we all share. 

A better trade relationship for Africa 
has to be for the long term because its 
richest rewards will come in the long 
term.

Lasting, equitable, and effective ex-
pansion of commercial ties to the 
economies and peoples of Africa will 
require bold steps. 

This legislation represents the first 
of those steps. I urge my colleagues to 
take up the tools we have to help the 
Nations of Africa build a more pros-
perous and just place on their con-
tinent. It is the right thing to do and 
the smart thing to do for America. 
Please join me in supporting the HOPE 
for Africa bill. 

f 

CHANGES TO THE BUDGETARY 
AGGREGATES AND APPROPRIA-
TIONS COMMITTEE ALLOCATION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, sec-
tion 314 of the Congressional Budget 
Act, as amended, requires the Chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee 
to adjust the appropriate budgetary ag-
gregates and the allocation for the Ap-
propriations Committee to reflect 
amounts provided for emergency 
requirements.

I hereby submit revisions to the 2000 
Senate Appropriations Committee allo-
cations, pursuant to section 302 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, in the fol-
lowing amounts: 

Budget authority Outlays Deficit 

Current Allocation: 
General purpose discretionary .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 534,542,000,000 544,481,000,000 ....................................
Violent crime reduction fund .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 4,500,000,000 5,554,000,000 ....................................
Highways ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .................................... 24,574,000,000 ....................................
Mass transit .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .................................... 4,117,000,000 ....................................
Mandatory ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 321,502,000,000 304,297,000,000 ....................................

Total ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 860,544,000,000 883,023,000,000 ....................................

Adjustments:
General purpose discretionary .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. +8,699,000,000 +8,282,000,000 ....................................
Violent crime reduction fund .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .................................... .................................... ....................................
Highways ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .................................... .................................... ....................................
Mass transit .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .................................... .................................... ....................................
Mandatory ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .................................... .................................... ....................................

Total ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... +8,699,000,000 +8,282,000,000 ....................................

Revised Allocation: 
General purpose discretionary .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 543,241,000,000 552,763,000,000 ....................................
Violent crime reduction fund .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 4,500,000,000 5,554,000,000 ....................................
Highways ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .................................... 24,574,000,000 ....................................
Mass transit .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .................................... 4,117,000,000 ....................................
Mandatory ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 321,502,000,000 304,297,000,000 ....................................

Total ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 869,243,000,000 891,305,000,000 ....................................

I hereby submit revisions to the 2000 budget aggregates, pursuant to section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, in the following amounts: 
Current Allocation: Budget Resolution .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,429,491,000,000 1,415,863,000,000 ¥7,781,000,000
Adjustments: Emergencies ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. +8,699,000,000 +8,282,000,000 ¥8,282,000,000
Revised Allocation: Budget Resolution .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,438,190,000,000 1,424,145,000,000 ¥16,063,000,000

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business Friday, October 1, 
1999, the Federal debt stood at 
$5,652,679,330,611.02 (Five trillion, six 
hundred fifty-two billion, six hundred 

seventy-nine million, three hundred 
thirty thousand, six hundred eleven 
dollars and two cents). 

One year ago, October 1, 1998, the 
Federal debt stood at $5,540,570,000,000 

(Five trillion, five hundred forty bil-
lion, five hundred seventy million). 

Fifteen years ago, October 1, 1984, the 
Federal debt stood at $1,572,266,000,000 
(One trillion, five hundred seventy-two 
billion, two hundred sixty-six million). 
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